
Who controls the water levels at Oroville Dam ? DWR

Who benefits and profits from the water levels at Oroville Dam ? DWR and PG&E

Who is DWR under the control of ? Gov. Brown (staff former PG&E executives), Democrats and Liberals.

Who gives to Gov. Brown, Democrats and Liberals and basically has them bought and paid for ? PG&E

Respectfully - 

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: "email@addthis com" <email@addthis.com>
To:
Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2017 1:10 PM
Subject: Ignored Oroville warning raises big quake, levee questions

Blaming President Bush

http //www.appeal-democrat com/opinion/ignored-oroville-warning-raises-big-quake-levee-questions/article 5b2c753a-fbe9-11e6-9d7b-47dd4a2f8c35 html#.WLNENYupvjE email

Ignored Oroville warning raises big quake, levee
questions
www.appeal-democrat.com
Just because nature allows a delay of many years while officials dither over a
catastrophe in the making doesn't make that disaster any easier to handle when it
finally strikes.

---                                                                       
This message was sent by via http //addthis.com. Please note that AddThis does not verify email addresses.

To stop receiving any emails from AddThis, please visit: http://www addthis.com/privacy/email-opt-out?e=ffL lOSR74 nmu2P.73xnOCS59PrkuU
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Mon Feb 27 11:49:24 EST 2017 
Pruitt.Scott@epamail.epa.gov
Fw: Some modest recommendations to Superfund, Brownfield and other programs relating to contaminated sites 
To: CMS.OEX@epamail.epa.gov 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________

From: Larry Schnapf <larry@schnapflaw.com>
Sent: Monday, February 27, 2017 11:26 AM
To: Pruitt, Scott
Subject: Some modest recommenda ions to Superfund, Brownfield and other programs relating to contaminated sites
 
Dear Administrator Pruitt,
 
I have been an environmental lawyer for over 30 years and currently serve as the chair of the NYSBA Environmental Law Section (and
am a proud supporter of the President). Back in 2012, I served on the Romney Environmental Transition team. Attached is a memo I
prepared that suggested some ideas for making CERCLA and Brownfield programs more efficient. I hope this memo triggers some
ideas for your staff.
 
Best Regards and Good Luck,
 
L
 
Lawrence Schnapf

55 East 87th Street #8B
New York, New York 10128
212-876-3189 (p)

(c)
Larry@SchnapfLaw.com
www.SchnapfLaw.com
 
2016-17 Chair-NYSBA Environmental Law Section
AV Preeminent Rating from Martindale-Hubbell
Listed in 2010-16 New York Super Lawyers-Metro Edition
Listed in 2011-16 Super Lawyers-Business Edition
Listed in The International Who's Who of Environmental Lawyers 2008-16
Chambers USA 2009-10 Client Guide of America's Leading Lawyers for Business.
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 SCHNAPF LLC
 MEMORANDUM

 TO:  Kenneth von Schaumburg    FROM:  Larry Schnapf    DATE:  August 28, 2012   

 Dear Ken:

 As a follow-up to our telephone call, I have listed below some ideas I have about reforming EPA’s remedial programs. The ideas are not listed in
order or importance. If control of Congress changes, we might want to convert some of these to legislative proposals.

 CERCLA Continuing Obligations Guidance- The 2002 amendments to CERCLA added the Bona Fide Prospective Purchaser (BFPP) and
Contiguous Property Owner defenses. These defenses (in particular the BFPP defense) were enacted to help incentivize purchasers to acquire
and remediate contaminated properties so they can be put back into productive use. While EPA promulgated an all appropriate inquiries (AAI)
rule to help define the pre-acquisition obligations necessary to be able to assert these defenses, there is little guidance from EPA on how
property owners or operators may satisfy their “appropriate care” or “continuing obligations” so they can maintain their liability protection after
taking title or possession of property. The 2003 “Common Elements Guidance” is inadequate. The lack of guidance and recent caselaw have
created uncertainty for developers and undermined the value of these defenses. EPA should issue detailed guidance on what constitutes
appropriate care. Developers and property owners should not have to rely on ASTM to provide guidance on how to comply with their legal
obligations.

 Revise “Enforcement Discretion Guidance Regarding the Affiliation Language of CERCLA's Bona Fide Prospective Purchaser and Contiguous
Property Owner Liability Protections” – This memo did not sufficiently address concerns raised by the Ashley decision that purchasers of
contaminated property could lose their eligibility for the BFPP by agreeing to indemnify sellers.

 More Robust Use of PPAs and CPO “Assurance Letters”- With the passage of the 2002 CERCLA amendments, EPA announced in guidance
that it would issue PPAs or CPO assurance letters only in rare instances because the landowner liability protections were self-implementing.
However, these agreements can be incredibly valuable. EPA should urge its regional offices to issue such documents where they can facilitate
redevelopment such as in urban superfund sites (e.g., Gowanus Canal, Newtown Creek) and where municipal governments are willing to
foreclose on contaminated properties and then convey title to redevelopers.

 Clarify Scope of Municipal Liability Protections Under CERCLA to Encourage Taking Title of Vacant Properties and Facilitate Reuse- There is
considerable uncertainty among local government community if municipalities can invoke the protections of 42 U.S.C. 9601(20)(D) and
(9601(35)(A)(ii) where they take title in lieu of formal tax foreclosure proceeding since this may not be “involuntary”. Local governments might be
more willing to take title and assemble vacant properties so they would become more attractive to redevelopment if they could obtain clarity on
the scope of this protection. Presumably, a purchaser from a municipality would then be able to assert the BFPP or third party defense. A related
problem is that the BFPP defense would not apply to local governments who took title prior to January 11, 2002. If control of Congress changes,
this can be legislative proposal.

 Revise Status of Tenants of Brownfield Sites- EPA’s guidance “Enforcement Discretion Guidance Regarding the Applicability of the Bona Fide
Prospective Purchaser Definition in CERCLA Section 101(40) to Tenants: Frequently Asked Questions” indicated tenant status was derivative of
the owner so that if owner lost BFPP status, tenant could lose status as well. While EPA said it would exercise its enforcement discretion, this still
creates uncertainty. I do not see any reason why EPA could not interpret the scope of the BFPP to apply to tenants in their own right. If control of
Congress changes, this can be legislative proposal.

 Reform EPA Remedial Programs Into a Single Unified Cleanup Program- Our nation’s remedial programs were created as we became aware of
new concerns. This has resulted in different cleanup standards and procedures. We have separate staffs for CERCLA, RCRA, TSCA (PCBs),
USTs, etc. We now have three decades of experience remediating sites. I think we should strongly consider combining these discrete offices into
one streamlined remedial office that will provide consistent regulatory approach and reduce unnecessary staff.

 Clarify Lender Obligations Following Foreclosure- The original EPA lender liability rule contained a “bright-line” test for lenders to follow so they
can be deemed to have taken commercially reasonable steps to sell property following foreclosure, thereby staying within the safe harbor created
by the secured creditor exemption. Unfortunately, when the rule was vacated and the 1996 lender liability amendments were added to CERCLA,
the “bright line” test was omitted. So lenders have no guidance on how to proceed during what is the worst economic downturn since the Great
Depression. Can they reject an offer that is equal to artificially depressed price? How long can they hold onto property without losing protection?
Some states allow for two years while others allow up to five years to sell the property.  Greater clarity will help lenders move these properties. If
control of Congress changes, this can be legislative proposal.

 Encourage States to Adopt Licensed Professional Programs- States are facing severe staffing constraints which are creating backlogs in site
remediation. Seems to me EPA could use its authority under section 128 of CERCLA (approval of state response programs) as well as its RCRA
delegation authority to have states adopt licensed site professional programs like MA, NJ and CT so that states could devote their limited



resources to the sites that pose the greatest risk to human health and the environment. EPA could establish a national licensing program for
consultants that sets forth minimum professional requirements and states could adopt these programs as part of their remedial programs. One
way to accomplish this could be by amending the All Appropriate Inquiries (AAI) Rule to revise the definition of Environmental Professional. This
could avoid having to promulgate a new regulation. If control of Congress changes, this can be legislative proposal.

 Revise NCP- revising the NCP. It was last revised in 1990. Since then we’ve learned a lot about cleanup and have lots of informal guidance to
help streamline the process and make it more cost-effective. Doesn’t make sense to continue to follow the RI/FS lockstep process. Why review
five alternatives? In NY, we have a proposed remedy and an unrestricted cleanup alternative and are able to generate robust cleanups. If we can
incorporate these innovations in the NCP, we will be able to get faster cleanups that are more cost-effective while preserving right of contribution.
Right now, firms are incentivized to follow the lock-step approach to preserve their ability to pursue cost recovery..

 Revise CERCLA Disclosure Requirements With Amnesty Program To Incentivize Accelerated Cleanups- Property owners are not currently
required to disclose historic contamination. As a result, many sites remain unremediated until the owner is ready to sell the property. To help
accelerate cleanups, I think EPA could announce it was going to change its disclosure rules from reportable quantity approach to contaminant
concentrations and at the same time provide current property owners a one year amnesty period to voluntarily disclose contamination. Much like
the EPA audit policy, owners who disclose the existence of contamination that they are not respons ble for would be afforded BFPP status. They
would have to exercise “appropriate care” but not full cleanup. The SARA Title III program resulted in substantial reductions in pollution. It seems
worth the try to experiment with an amnesty period for contaminated sites. 

 Limit Brownfield Grants To Sites With No Identified RPs- EPA has been granting brownfield grants to local governments without considering if
there is a responsible party that could be incentivized to participate in a cleanup. Before EPA gives away public money, it should make a
determination that there are no responsible parties. Brownfield funds should be limited to those sites that are truly orphans (i.e., the responsible
party is defunct).

 Move Away from Brownfield Grants/Loans and To Tax Credits- The brownfield financial incentives are becoming public works projects. The
funding often takes too long for private development. Rather than giving funds to local government to investigate and reuse planning, we can
incentivize the private market to do this work by expanding and extending brownfield tax credits. The New York Brownfield tax credit program has
resulted in an estimated $7.5B in investment in the state at a cost of $750MM. Tax credits put the upfront risk on the developer instead of the
taxpayers.

 Require States To Use Parceling To Encourage RCRA Brownfields- EPA RCRA Brownfield Reforms urged states to allow owners or operators
of TSDF to sell off clean parcels of their facilities (e.g., portions never used for any waste management) while the HWMUs or SWMUs were
undergoing corrective action. EPA should more forcefully use its delegation authority to allow this much needed reform.

 Clarify RCRA liability for Generator-only sites- There is much confusion if closure obligations for a generator site run with the land. In other
words, a site may have been owner or operated by a defunct generator. A prospective purchaser is interested in redevelopment but is concerned
it will become subject to closure obligations for the areas where wastes were managed. Presumably, generator sites could be treated as any
brownfield site without the need to undergo formal RCRA closure.

 Add Landowner Liability Protections to TSCA for PCB Cleanups- Purchasers often take steps to qualify for CERCLA BFPP only to learn after
taking title that the property has been impacted with PCBs and they are subject to TSCA cleanup. This might require Congressional action but I
do not see any reason why TSCA should not have a BFPP defense. After all, Congress added AAI and BFPP to OPA in 2004 with little
controversy.

 TSCA PCB Reform- The PCB cleanup and disposal rules are a bit RCRA-like, a bit CERCLA-l ke and not well integrated. The cleanup should
also not depend on the original spill concentration but on current concentrations and media. I'd like to see the entire Subpart D to 40 CFR 761
repealed, and disposal of PCB-containing material handled entirely within RCRA via the listed-waste and LDR route.

 Adopt National Environmental “WARN” Obligations Under RCRA- to prevent future brownfields, companies closing operations should be
required to notify relevant permitting authority at least 90 days in advance of closing to ensure that appropriate closure occurs so that public
money does not have to be used to address cleanup or local government seeks brownfield funds.

  Adopt Restatement (Third) of Torts Approach to Joint Liability- When CERCLA was enacted, Congress said that liability should be premised on
evolving concepts of common law. At the time of its enactment, the Second Restatement was in effect which favored use of joint liability for
indivisible harm. However, this was before states began adopting comparative negligence statutes. The Third Restatement states that the law
has shifted dramatically from the use of joint liability and that courts should try to find a basis for apportioning liability where there is a reasonable
basis. Despite the publication of the Third Restatement in 2000, federal courts continue to cling to the doctrine espoused by the Second
Restatement. As recently as last month, an appeals court declined to adopt the suggestion of an amicus brief submitted by The American Tort
Reform Association to use the Third Restatement to apportion liability for the Fox River cleanup. My post on this case is at:   HYPERLINK
"http://www.environmental-law.net/2012/08/7th-circuit-declines-to-apply-third-restatement-of-torts-in-apportionment-case/"  
http://www.environmental-law.net/2012/08/7th-circuit-declines-to-apply-third-restatement-of-torts-in-apportionment-case/  . If control of Congress
changes, we might want to have Congress clarify that CERCLA liability should be based on the Third Restatement. If control does not change,
perhaps EPA could issue interpretative guidance that it now considers the Third Restatement to be the governing law for CERCLA liability. This is
obviously very controversial but it would reflect the Congressional intent to follow the evolving common law. Others might not l ke the trend but



this is the direction where the law has moved.



Mon Feb 27 12:14:58 EST 2017 
Pruitt.Scott@epamail.epa.gov
Fw: Welcome and we need your help 
To: CMS.OEX@epamail.epa.gov 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________

For the Daily Reading File

From: Al Dentone <
Sent: Monday, February 27, 2017 11:58 AM
To: Pruitt, Scott
Subject: Welcome and we need your help
 
 
 
Alfred J. Dentone, President
Inert Gas Injection, LLC (IGI)
corp@eliminatorbyigi.com
(209)366-1859
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April 10, 2015

Mr. Scott Pruitt, Director
Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Mr.

My name is Alfred Dentone and I’m the founder and president of a company called Inert Gas Injection, LLC
(IGI, LLC).  I have invented a device that utilizes Carbon Dioxide to control burrowing rodent pests and other
pests.  The device is called The Eliminator® and delivers Carbon Dioxide into the burrows, puts the rodent to
sleep then they suffocate from lack of oxygen.

IGI has already received from the EPA a label for use of IGI Carbon Dioxide as a fumigant for various pests
which took over a year to complete and OR, WA and now CA have approved the label in a little over 5 weeks.

The purpose of my mentioning this is to facilitate an understanding that I know what it takes to get a pesticide
label approved by the various Federal and State agencies. What I have only recently been informed about
absolutely infuriates me.

When I was told by the PRIA Committee within the EPA reviewing our simple label addition to include the
burrowing rodents mentioned above I was told that this is just a simple label addition and it would only take 3
months. All I had to do was submit a few EPA forms and the field trial proving that our method worked and a
payment for EPA reviewing the application.

As we were preparing the documents for review I received an email from the Manager of the same PRIA group
telling me that he and the other Manager made a terrible mistake and that it was now going to take 12 to 15
months to get approval of the exact same label addition because it was going to now be classified as a “new
use- outdoors”. On top of the fee for review I now also had to retain a consultancy firm because of the
complexity in reviewing this new label addition. My companies cost to hire this firm would be about $60,000.00
for exactly the same Carbon Dioxide. This manager apologized to me in writing and during a phone call told
me that the committee all knew that this was just Carbon Dioxide but they had to do what they were told to do
from above and that this is the law as defined by the EPA.  The EPA PRIA group is so blinded by their own
mismanagement that they MUST consider Carbon Dioxide, the gas we exhale and that plants needs to
survive, to be exactly the same as all of the incredibly dangerous toxic gases and baits that they have
approved in the past.

Given this gross abuse of power and with you and the Trump Administration finally bringing changes to this
horribly mismanaged bureaucracy I decided to communicate with you to see if there is anything that that can
be done to stop this type of lunacy. Is there nothing that you and your organization can do to assist us in this
matter of allowing our product, utilizing only Carbon Dioxide, to control burrowing rodents?  We actually now
have an ORGANIC version of Carbon Dioxide available to those growers and facilities that are organic in
nature. They have no other efficacious product to use and are losing up to 40% of their trees, vines and other
crops on an annual basis. To the best of my

knowledge this would be the first time that such a product has existed and still that doesn’t matter when it
comes to having a label addition approved. Absolutely incredible!

I am truly fearful that without intelligent intervention my company and I personally will not survive long enough
to get our Carbon Dioxide product to market which would allow us to generate income.  It is time for the



industry to have access to this product in place of the poison gasses and baits they are currently forced to use.
Carbon Dioxide is safe for the user and the environment and Carbon Dioxide is in the air we breathe. The
worst part is that these Federal employees don’t really seem to know what they are supposed to do.  On more
than one occasion I have been told one thing, we follow their instructions and proceed down that path to only
be told a month or two later, “Whoops, sorry that wasn’t right and now here is what you must do”.  Our
research has been set back over a year because of these “rule” reversals and has cost my company more than
$100,000.  It appears that the EPA staff I have had to work with are merely sitting at their desk, complaining
about how busy they are and clocking their time to get to their retirement from this government job. The very
worst thing about all of this is that no one, and I mean no one, is willing to rock the boat and say that this is
wrong. They just go with the flow so that at the end of the day Flint, MI occurs again.

In closing, I have complete email documentation for all of the claims that I have made above and I would very
much appreciate having a discussion with you or an individual of your choosing so that we may see an end to
this lunacy and I have clarification on how to proceed forward.

Regards,

Alfred J. Dentone
President
IGI, LLC
(209)366-1859
(b) (6)



Mon Feb 27 12:20:44 EST 2017 
Pruitt.Scott@epamail.epa.gov
Fw: Filing Complaint Against BMW of North America 
To: CMS.OEX@epamail.epa.gov 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________

Assign to OAR for response. Direct reply is fine. Thanks.

- Brian

From:
Sent: Friday, February 24, 2017 5:57 PM
To: Pruitt, Scott
Subject: Fw: Filing Complaint Against BMW of North America
 

Mr. Pruitt:

Congratulations on your confirmation.  I sent Ms. McCabe the email below last week and I wanted to follow up to ensure you received a
copy.

Thank you for your service and your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

From:
Sent: Wednesday, February 15, 2017 6:13 PM
To: mccabe.ca herine@epa.gov
Subject: Filing Complaint Against BMW of North America
 

Ms. Catherine McCabe:

I hereby formally complain that BMW of North America is failing to follow the U.S. rules, and promulgations of U.S. law concerning
emissions and emissions warranties. Please see the attached letter I sent to President Donald J. Trump. If you have any questions
concerning my formal complaint, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Thanks and have a great day.

Sincerely,
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Mon Feb 27 15:14:38 EST 2017 
Pruitt.Scott@epamail.epa.gov
Fw: Senator Kamala Harris, Southern California Edison and PG&E 
To: CMS.OEX@epamail.epa.gov 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________

From:
Sent: Monday, February 27, 2017 1:49:40 PM
To: Pruitt, Scott; Rick Libby; Ron Sullenger; Amanda Hopper; Lisa Van De Hey; Harold Kruger; Steve Miller; Lou Binninger; Jim Whiteaker; Larry
Munger; Dale Kasler; Ryan Sabalow; business@sfchronicle.com; bmercer@sfgate.com; newsletters@sfgate.com;
gavalos@bayareanewsgroup.com; Matthew@Waterboards Buffleben; sectyrodriquez@calepa.ca.gov; Bryan@Waterboards Elder;
george.low@waterboards.ca.gov; Wendy Wyels; pamela.creedon@waterboards.ca.gov; andrew.altevogt@waterboards.ca.gov;
janiene.friend@water.ca.gov; maryann.archuleta@water.ca.gov; sarmstrong@waterboards.ca.gov; begelko@sfchronicle.com; Sutter Buttes Tea
Party; ed.chapuis@fox40.com; Adam O'Connor; paul.scherbak@ch2m.com; Rhonda Shiffman; kathy.rose@ch2m.com; Steve Geiger; Brendan
Kenny; metro@sfchronicle.com; Ryan Reilly; Chuck and Pat Miller; paul@a21r.com; assemblymember.gallagher@outreach.assembly.ca.gov;
Assemblymember Gallagher; David Little; abyik@chicoer.com; tdelias@aol.com; progers@bayareanewsgroups.com; Larry Virga; John Lane;
hhacking@chicoer.com; Doug Libby; headquarters@earthjustice.org; Sutter Ag; Timothy Stewart; jshufel@chicoer.com; lurseny@chicoer.com;
newstips@kcra.com; action@earthjustice.org; adnewsroom@appealdemocrat.com; Nicholas Moore; Actionnewsnow News
Subject: Senator Kamala Harris, Southern California Edison and PG&E
 
Dear EPA Secretary Pruitt,

It appears that the former CA AG Kamala Harris who is now Senator Kamala Harris (who recently visited Oroville Dam)  has basically helped utilities and their regulators in the past
by warning them that they were coming so be prepared and by her inaction.

It appears in the past she put Southern California Edison and PG&E interest before the public interest by not following through on search warrants on the offices of utilities and
regulators and inaction against PG&E to not help expose corruption.

Which was basically what SWRCB Bryan Elders did which allowed PG&E to change things around so it looked like everything was in ordered, cleanup the scene , fix maintenance
and housekeeping issues, destroy evidence, tamper with evidence and remove evidence by allowing PG&E to completely remove the waste water and facility before he inspected it.

Plus he basically refused to examine all the records , logs and manifest to help determine if there was a discharge or not from the facility and help determine if the waste water was
being disposed of at a location not listed on the NOIs which is prohibited and appears to be the case with some of the waste water from the R-503 Gridley, Butte County Project.

SWRCB Officials George Low who was involved in permitting the R-503 Gridley Project gave Butte County DA Investigator Nick Moore very conflicting statements to what SWRCB
Byran Elders reported about where the waste water was being transported and disposed of.

Mr. Low basically said that none of the R-503 Gridley Butte County waste water was transported outside of Butte County to Sutter County which contradicts what SWRCB Bryans
Elders basically reported about some of the waste water being transported outside Butte county ,to Sutter County and Yolo County and disposed of which is at a location not listed
on the R-502 Live Oak, Sutter County NOI and not listed on R-503 Gridley Butte County NOI. The R-503 NOI basically states that discharging / disposing of the waste water at
another location not listed in the NOI is prohibited but that is exactly what PG&E was doing with some of its waste water.

Its the Gov. Brown Democrat Controlled Government Agencies / Cal/EPA / SWRCB who has authored false / misleading reports which has allowed PG&E to get away with violations
so Senator Kamala Harris and the California Democrats / Liberals shouldn't be pointing figures at President Trump and EPA Secretary Pruitt especially when you examine the
corruption that have been involved in with the energy / utility companies PG&E and Southern California Edison.

There needs to be a Federal Investigation into the relations between California Democrats, California Agencies, Gov. Brown , Senator Harris, and PG&E because they are all corrupt
and dishonest according to many news reports.

How can you trust these people / agencies with Oroville  Dam and Federal Funds when they are all corrupt and dishonest according to many news reports ?

Sincerely-

(b) (6)

(b) (6)































Mon Feb 27 15:37:02 EST 2017 
Pruitt.Scott@epamail.epa.gov
Fw: Federal Clean Water Act / CA Irrigated Land Program / Gov. Brown / PG&E 
To: CMS.OEX@epamail.epa.gov 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________

From:  <
Sent: Friday, February 24, 2017 2:57 PM
To: Pruitt, Scott
Subject: Federal Clean Water Act / CA Irrigated Land Program / Gov. Brown / PG&E
 
Dear Mr. Scott,

My family is originally from Oklahoma and was involved in helping build up the oil and gas industry when they worked for Texaco. I also worked as a commercial diver in the oil and
gas industry on the Gulf Coast so I can somewhat relate to you.

My family owns a small family farm in Live Oak, CA. which is about 30 minute south of Oroville Dam on the Feather River. We get our irrigation water from Oroville Lake so what
goes on with the dam directly affects us. DWR water who controls the dam and irrigation water has greatly mishandled this over the years which I suspect will come out if the feds
investigate the situation with Oroville Dam.

In 2014, they cut our water by 50% while allowing the irrigation canal to discharge into the drainage 24/7 for months and I suspect they also lied about our water supplies and water
tables so they could force more regulations on us. They claimed there was a water supply shortage in our area but PG&E Utility had several pipeline repair projects in our area from
2014 to 2016 in which they had to drill a lot of wells so they could pump water out of the ground to bring the water table down. The water table was approximately 4 to 4.5 which is
what its has been for the past 50 years.

As PG&E Project in Gridley, Butte county estimated they were going to get 50,000 gallons per day from dewatering operation but were getting over 500,000 so they started illegally
discharging waste water in our ditch and then the SWRCB Special Investigations Unit authored false / misleading reports to help them get away with it, they failed to inspect the
waste water and facility before it was removed which helped them get away with it and failed to calculate if more water came in than went out to help determine that they did
discharge into the ditch.
I just recently found out that there is a lot of ongoing corruption and conflicts of interest between Gov. Brown, his staff, CA Government  Agencies and PG&E because Gov. Brown
has put several former PG&E executives of his staff. So there are former PG&E executives on Gov. Brown staff and holding high positions while PG&E is getting all kinds of
government work and contracts even some linked to DWR and Oroville Dam. PG&E received millions of dollars from the Obama Administration which could have went to repair and
update the Orvoville Dam.
Billions of dollars went to green energy companies and projects because of so called Global Warming and Climate Change that should have went to repair Oroville Dam.

I find it very hypocritical that Democrats and Liberals will attack you over your contacts with the Oil and Gas Industry when Gov. Brown has former PG&E executives on his staff
which appear to be involved in all kinds of corruption,  bribery and conflicts of interest which some appears may have been ignored when Senator Kamala Harris was DA in San
Francisco and the CA AG.

I don't if you know anything about the California Irrigated Lands Program but its a great example of government overreach and over regulation and its great hurting farmers because
of what the State Water Agencies require us to do. ts to much to list so please look into and take it off our backs so we can farm / ranch and make a living because if not its going to
put a lot of farmers out of business.

It is actually kind of a scam because the State Water Agencies couldn't implicate it themselves and monitor all the farmers so they passed regulations to form water coalitions which
are suppose to be non government. But if you don't join a water coalition then you get fined a $1000 and they make it very hard to operate. So basically its the government forcing
farmers / ranchers to join a water coalition so they can find out every thing about our irrigation practices. I strongly suspect that they then will use to information in the future to tax
our water use and  issue violations and fines.

Its been my experience over the years with local, state and federal agencies that they are spending to much time and money on the Global Warming / Climate Change / Green
Energy Scam / Falsehoods instead of real issues / problems.

We are requesting your help in doing away with the Irrigated Lands Program since it was implemented under the Federal Clean Water Act from what I understand.

I am requesting your help in getting the EPA and Feds to investigate the Regional Water Board, SWRCB Special Investigation Unit and PG&E because it appears there is some kind
of corruption between them which allows PG&E to get away with violations. I suspect it is because PG&E has so much influence over Gov. Brown, CA Agencies and the Democrats.

I have attached some articles regarding the Gov. Brown / PG&E corruption and actually have a Grand Jury Complaint that might help expose some of it because SWRCB Officials
lied and authored false / misleading reports which helped PG&E.

Respectfully-   Ph# 

(b) (6)(b) (6)

(b) (6) (b) (6)
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Mon Feb 27 15:47:24 EST 2017 
Pruitt.Scott@epamail.epa.gov
Fw: CEQA NEPA 
To: CMS.OEX@epamail.epa.gov 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________

From: Deborah Deets <deborah.deets@lacity.org>
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2017 3:51 PM
To: Pruitt, Scott
Subject: CEQA NEPA
 
To: Scott Pruitt, US EPA

I work for City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed
Protection Division.

Our City Bureau of Engineering is the lead for a major, federally
funded bridge project.

We have worked closely with BOE and previously with your federal Water
Enforcement folks, and put together a vision and strategy for water
conservation and quality that we are about to implement.

Our team is led by amazing people who seek whatever funds or economy
is available to build a park and green streets that serve the people
and environment.

Frankly, i do not fit the major political views in the city and am sad
to hear all the backlash.

Am hopeful that known waste in the system might be redirected  to the
people, such as when we perform costly administrative and
environmental documents for public park projects that are 100 percent
focused on public and environmental benefits, can these be better
designed to save money and serve the public?

We have already spent considerable public funds for engagement and
outreach associated with a major bridge over Los Angeles River, and
have worked with EPA on public outreach (with your water enforcement
folks) that built up to this strategy for unifying the hydrology of
streets, parks, development and LA River, for environmental and public
benefits.

So I'm wondering if in such cases where as public entities, doing
loads of outreach, that EPA might structure environmental permitting
so that some of these millions could be extended to much needed
capital improvements and public and environmental enhancements?

Politically, I realize this question is out of my scale of ask, but
I'm a local civil servant, and I care about  my single role amidst
3000+ engineers as a landscape architect, and am afraid to miss the
timing of all this, and your appointment.

I believe it is my duty to ask.

Deborah

Private cell please:

Sent from my iPhone

(b) (6)



From: Pruitt, Scott
To: Leavy, Jacqueline; Brown, Stephanie N.
Cc: Gaines, Cynthia
Subject: Fw: CEQA NEPA
Date: Friday, March 03, 2017 3:36:01 PM

Pls add to the CMS file. Thanks.
- Brian

From: Deborah Deets <deborah.deets@lacity.org>
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 10:55 AM
To: Pruitt, Scott
Subject: Re: CEQA NEPA
 
...Permit expedition is a good compromise for this item--
and I do believe it will happen.

thanks.

Deborah

On Thu, Feb 23, 2017 at 12:51 PM, Deborah Deets <deborah.deets@lacity.org> wrote:
To: Scott Pruitt, US EPA

I work for City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed
Protection Division.

Our City Bureau of Engineering is the lead for a major, federally
funded bridge project.

We have worked closely with BOE and previously with your federal Water
Enforcement folks, and put together a vision and strategy for water
conservation and quality that we are about to implement.

Our team is led by amazing people who seek whatever funds or economy
is available to build a park and green streets that serve the people
and environment.

Frankly, i do not fit the major political views in the city and am sad
to hear all the backlash.

Am hopeful that known waste in the system might be redirected  to the



people, such as when we perform costly administrative and
environmental documents for public park projects that are 100 percent
focused on public and environmental benefits, can these be better
designed to save money and serve the public?

We have already spent considerable public funds for engagement and
outreach associated with a major bridge over Los Angeles River, and
have worked with EPA on public outreach (with your water enforcement
folks) that built up to this strategy for unifying the hydrology of
streets, parks, development and LA River, for environmental and public
benefits.

So I'm wondering if in such cases where as public entities, doing
loads of outreach, that EPA might structure environmental permitting
so that some of these millions could be extended to much needed
capital improvements and public and environmental enhancements?

Politically, I realize this question is out of my scale of ask, but
I'm a local civil servant, and I care about  my single role amidst
3000+ engineers as a landscape architect, and am afraid to miss the
timing of all this, and your appointment.

I believe it is my duty to ask.

Deborah

Private cell please:

Sent from my iPhone

-- 

Deborah Deets, Landscape Architect QSP/QSD
Watershed Protection Division
LA Sanitation - City of Los Angeles
1149 South Broadway, 10th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Phone: 213-485-3913 

Fax: 213-485-3939
E-Mail: deborah.deets@lacity.org

(b) (6)





Mon Feb 27 16:05:46 EST 2017
Pruitt.Scott@epamail.epa.gov
Fw: Saving Energy AND Job Creation
To: CMS.OEX@epamail.epa.gov
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________

From: Richard Fennelly <richard@coilpod.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2017 11 54 AM
To: Pruitt, Scott
Subject: Saving Energy AND Job Creation
 
    Instituting a vigorous refrigeration coil cleaning effort for non-residential sector(s) in the US will save a lot of energy* (and reduce
GHG emissions) as well as creating a lot of jobs ("nobody" is doing it, and it is very labor intensive) ! ---- I'd welcome the chance to
share our Power Point with someone in your agency for discussion of the topic in more depth:

   The frequent cleaning of self-container condenser coils in plug-in "coolers" can give big, unappreciated savings as explained in a
recent story in Energy Manager Today --- here's the link to it: http://www.energymanagertoday.com/condenser-coil-maintenance-pays-
off-0127798/

    I'm attaching a full synopsis of the impressive third party energy savings data mentioned in the article and would be happy to discuss
this topic and our technology at your convenience. Just send a signal if that will help.

* energy savings in the US yearly from our attached "beta" analysis = $11.66 billion.
** job creation: 27 million person hours yearly if four coil cleanings/year are conducted (as is recommended by third party experts)

Regards
Richard Fennelly
CoilPod LLC
www.coilpod.com
Phone 914-819-8937


